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DETAILED ACTION 

This office action is in response to applicant's arguments received on 9/5/2007. 

RESPONSE TO ARGUMENTS 

1 . Claims 1-22 are pending. 

2. On August 29, 2007, Examiner provided applicant with an interview. Applicant 
discussed various claims and the shortcomings of the prior art used to reject the claims. 

3. Further evaluation by the Examiner indicates that the prior art is not eligible, 
because the information used in the non-provisional version of the prior art is not 
available in the provisional version. The provisional application date, not the non- 
provisional filing date, was used as showing that the art had priority over the applicant's 
invention. The applicant arguments are accepted, and the 35 USC 102 rejection is not 
valid. 

4. Applicant indicated that only claims 1-12 and not claims 1-22 were examined. 
Applicant is notified that the claims were received as part of amended materials on 
5/2/2002, however the claims were not separate from the preliminary amendment to the 
specification as presented on Examiner's docket. However, claims 13-22 have been 
examined in this office action. 

5. An additional search has been performed that has resulted in additional prior art. 
Subsequently, the Office is responding with a second non-final office action for claims 1- 
22. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
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1. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1,4-7, 9-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Ginzboorg (US Pat. No. 6,240,091) in view of Rakavay (US Pat. No. 5,913,040). 
Regarding claim 1: 

Ginzboorg teaches an Internet charging system in a system having an information 
terminal and a terminal server that provides Internet access service employing a public 
network to the information terminal, comprising: 
• On the terminal server side - 

(a) a charging server for sequentially calculating an Internet usage fee which 
occurs according to Internet usage by an Internet user through the 
information terminal; (see column 4, lines 8-16 - teaches charging date for 
internet service, and figure 3a - teaches a charging server) 

(b) a charging database having a charging table required for calculating the 
Internet usage fee; (see column 14, lines 36-40 - teaches records which 
indicates a databases, and see column 14, lines 6-9 - teaches charging 
server calculate values) and 

(c) a customer database having a customer table which includes information 
on a customer as the Internet user through the information terminal, wherein, 
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on the terminal server side, the charging table which includes information on 
an Internet access method, a method for displaying information for charging, 
and a charging method associated with Internet access is periodically 
transmitted to the information terminal (see column 14 lines 41-65 and 
column 15 lines 1-25, figure lb, and claim 9 of Ginzboorg - all teach 
information that is sent and is included in a charging record provided in a 
table format) 
However, Rakavay, not Ginzboorg, teaches that 
• And on the information terminal side - 

the customer selects desired information from the information in the 
transmitted charging table, (abstract) 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify Ginzboorg with Rakavay. Motivation to modify exists to allow a customer to 
determine the type of information, because the ability to select information creates a 
system that better serves the needs of a customer. 
Regarding claim 4: 

Ginzboorg further teaches that the Internet charging system as defined in Claim 1 
wherein the charging table has line usage fee information concerning a usage fee of the 
public network, (see figure la) 
Regarding claim 5: 
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Ravakay, not Ginzboorg, teaches that the Internet charging system as defined in Claim 
1 wherein the charging table has advertisement size information concerning a size of 
the advertisement displayed on the information terminal (see column 7, lines 11-30) 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify Ginzboorg with Ravakay. Motivation to modify exists because size 
information helps to make a better use of space on the terminal. 
Regarding claim 6: 

Rakavay, not Ginzboorg, teaches that the Internet charging system as defined in Claim 
1 wherein the charging system has advertisement number information concerning the 
number of advertisements displayed on the information terminal, (see column 7, lines 
11-30) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify Ginzboorg with Ravakay. Motivation to modify exists because number 
information helps to make better use of space on the terminal. 
Regarding claim 7: 

Rakavay, not Ginzboorg, teaches that the Internet charging system as defined in Claim 
1 wherein the charging table has advertisement display time information concerning a 
display time of the advertisement displayed on the information terminal, (see column 7, 
lines 11-30) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify Ginzboorg with Ravakay. Motivation to modify exists because time 
information helps to make better use of space on the terminal. 
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Regarding claim 9: 

Ginzboorg further teaches that the Internet charging system as defined in Claim 1 
wherein the charging table has information on accumulated access time that is an 
accumulation of time for which the customer uses the Internet, (see column 14, lines 65- 
67, column 15 lines 1-5) 
Regarding claim 10: 

Ginzboorg further teaches that the Internet charging system as defined in Claim 1 
wherein the charging table has data packet amount information concerning an amount 
of data packets utilized in the Internet, (see column 14, lines 40-43) 
Regarding claim 11: 

Ginzboorg further teaches that the Internet charging system as defined in Claim 1 
wherein the charging table has communication traffic state information concerning a 
communication traffic state in the public network, (see column 15, lines 24-26) 
Regarding claim 12: 

Ginzboorg teaches that the Internet charging system as defined in Claim 1 wherein the 
charging table has electric commerce deal amount/frequency information, which 
concerns a deal amount when the customer performs electronic commerce employing 
the Internet, and a frequency of performing the electronic commerce, (see column 14, 
lines 61-65 - suggests commerce as a sen/ice type) 

3. Claim 2-3, 13-17, and 19-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Ginzboorg (US Pat. No. 6,240,091) in view of Rakavay (US Pat. No. 
5,913,040) in further view of Monachello (US Pat. No.6,748,439). 



Application/Control Number: Page 7 

10/031,138 

Art Unit: 3694 

Regarding claim 2: 

Ginzboorg teaches an Internet charging system in a system having an information 
terminal and a terminal server that provides Internet access service employing a public 
network to the information terminal, comprising: 
• on the terminal server side, 

(a) a charging server for sequentially calculating an Internet usage fee which 
occurs according to Internet usage by an Internet user through the 
information terminal; (see column 4, lines 8-16 - teaches charging date for 
internet service, and figure 3a - teaches a charging server) 

(b) a charging database having a charging table required for calculating the 
Internet usage fee; (see column 14, lines 36-40 - teaches records which 
indicates a databases, and see column 14, lines 6-9 - teaches charging 
server calculate values) 

(c) a customer database having a customer table which includes information 
on a customer as the Internet user through the information terminal; (see 
column 14 lines 41-65 and column 15 lines 1-25, figure 7b, and claim 9 of 
Ginzboorg - all teach information that is sent and is included in a charging 
record provided in a table format) 

(e) a data traffic monitor server for monitoring data traffic of the Internet; (see 
column 15, lines 24-26). However, Rakavay, not Ginzboorg, teaches an 
advertisement content server for retaining contents of the advertisement; (see 
column 7, lines 11-30). Also, Rakavay, not Ginzboorg, teaches (d) an 
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advertisement data controller for controlling [[an]][[a]] size and a display time 
of an advertisement which is sent to the terminal server; (see column 7, lines 
11-30) 

Ginzboorg further teaches: 

(f) a usage state monitor server for monitoring a state of Internet usage by the 
customer, wherein on the terminal server side, the charging table which 
includes information on an Internet access method, a method for displaying 
information for the charging, and a charging method associated with Internet 
access is periodically transmitted to the information terminal, (see column 14, 
lines 36-40 and column 15 lines 1-25 - teaches these items of information) 

However, Rakavay, not Ginzboorg, teaches that 
• on the information terminal side, 

(a) the customer selects desired information from the information in the 
transmitted charging table, (see abstract) 

(b) Ginzboorg teaches an charging method associated with Internet access 
are changed according to the state of Internet usage by the customer, (see 
abstract). However, Rakaway, not Ginzboorg teaches an advertisement 
distribution method that is changed according to the state of Internet usage by 
the customer, (see abstract - teaches advertisement and information that is 
based on preferences). Also, Monachello, not Ginzboorg, teaches an 
Internet access service providing method that is changed according to the 
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state of Internet usage by the customer, (see abstract, see summary of 
invention) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify Ginzboorg with Rakavay and Monachello. Motivation to modify exists to allow 
a customer to determine the type of information, because the ability to select 
information creates a system that better serves the needs of a customer. Further, 
motivation to modify exists to allow for advertising information, because this allows the 
customer to better understand the types of advertising they are being presented with. 
Finally, motivation to modify exists to allow changing various elements due to the 
internet usage of the customer, because this provides flexibility. 
Regarding claim 3: 

Ginzboorg teaches that the Internet charging system as defined in Claim 1 comprising: 

• In the information terminal, an access program for accessing the Internet; 

a usage state monitor program for monitoring the state of Internet usage by 
the customer; (see column 14, lines 40-66, column 15, lines 1-35- teaches 
various elements of internet usage) 

• An information terminal charging database having an information terminal 
charging table which includes information required for calculating the Internet 
usage fee; (see column 15, lines 20-25- teaches calculating a value for 
internet use). 

• An access setting database having an access table which includes 
information on plural providers such as phone numbers, ID numbers, 
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passwords, (see column 15, lines 60-65 - teaches passwords). However, 
Monachello, not Ginzboorg, teaches wherein the information terminal is 
configured to automatically change a provider, (see abstract) 
Regarding claim 13: 

Ginzboorg teaches that the Internet charging system as defined in Claim 2 comprising: 

• In the information terminal, an access program for accessing the Internet; 

a usage state monitor program for monitoring the state of Internet usage by 
the customer; (see column 14, lines 40-66, column 15, lines 1-35- teaches 
various elements of internet usage) 

• An information terminal charging database having an information terminal 
charging table which includes information required for calculating the Internet 
usage fee; (see column 15, lines 20-25- teaches calculating a value for 
internet use). 

• An access setting database having an access table which includes 
information on plural providers such as phone numbers, ID numbers, 
passwords, (see column 15, lines 60-65 - teaches passwords). However, 
Monachello, not Ginzboorg, teaches wherein the information terminal is 
configured to automatically change a provider, (see abstract) 

Regarding claim 14: 

Ginzboorg further teaches an Internet charging system as defined in Claim 2, wherein 
the charging table has line usage fee information concerning a usage fee of the public 
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network, (see figure 7b, and column 15, lines 20-21) 
Regarding claim 15: 

Ravakay, not Ginzboorg, teaches that the Internet charging system as defined in Claim 
2 wherein the charging table has advertisement size information concerning a size of 
the advertisement displayed on the information terminal, (see column 7, lines 11-30) 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify Ginzboorg with Ravakay. Motivation to modify exists because size 
information helps to make a better use of space on the terminal. 
Regarding claim 16: 

Rakavay, not Ginzboorg, teaches that the Internet charging system as defined in Claim 

1 wherein the charging system has advertisement number information concerning the 
number of advertisements displayed on the information terminal, (see column 7, lines 
11-30) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify Ginzboorg with Ravakay. Motivation to modify exists because number 
information helps to make better use of space on the terminal. 
Regarding claim 17: 

Rakavay, not Ginzboorg, teaches that the Internet charging system as defined in Claim 

2 wherein the charging table has advertisement display time information concerning a 
display time of the advertisement displayed on the information terminal, (see column 7, 
lines 11-30) 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify Ginzboorg with Ravakay. Motivation to modify exists because time 
information helps to make better use of space on the terminal. 
Regarding claim 19: 

Ginzboorg further teaches that the Internet charging system as defined in Claim 2 
wherein the charging table has information on accumulated access time that is an 
accumulation of time for which the customer uses the Internet, (see column 14, lines 65- 
67, column 15 lines 1-5) 
Regarding claim 20: 

Ginzboorg further teaches that the Internet charging system as defined in Claim 2 
wherein the charging table has data packet amount information concerning an amount 
of data packets utilized in the Internet, (see column 14, lines 40-43) 
Regarding claim 21: 

Ginzboorg further teaches that the Internet charging system as defined in Claim 2 
wherein the charging table has communication traffic state information concerning a 
communication traffic state in the public network, (see column 15, lines 24-26) 
Regarding claim 22: 

Ginzboorg teaches that the Internet charging system as defined in Claim 2 wherein the 
charging table has electric commerce deal amount/frequency information, which 
concerns a deal amount when the customer performs electronic commerce employing 
the Internet, and a frequency of performing the electronic commerce, (see column 14, 
lines 61-65 - suggests commerce as a service type) 
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5. Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Ginzboorg (US Pat. No. 6,240,091) in view of Rakavay (US Pat. No. 5,913,040) and in 
further view of LaRue (US Pat. No. 6,487,560) 
Regarding claim 8: 

LaRue, not Ginzboorg, taches that data can have time-zone information concerning a 

time zone in which the client uses the Internet, (see column 26, lines 19-21) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 

to modify Ginzboorg with LaRue. Motivation to modify exists because time zone 

information helps to determine better usage. 

Regarding claim 18: 

LaRue, not Ginzboorg, taches that data can have time-zone information concerning a 
time zone in which the client uses the Internet, (see column 26, lines 19-21) 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to further modify Ginzboorg with LaRue. Motivation to modify exists because time zone 
information helps to determine better usage. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. This includes US Pat. No. 7,136,858 and US Pat. No. 6,678,866. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Abdul Basit whose telephone number is 571 272-7246. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday, 8:30am to 5:00pm. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, James Trammell can be reached on 571 272 6712. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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